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Outcasts on the inside: academics reinventing themselves online 
 
Abstract 
 
Recent developments in digital scholarship point out that academic practices supported by 
technologies may not only be transformed through the obvious process of digitisation, but 
also renovated through distributed knowledge networks that digital technologies enable, 
and the practices of openness that such networks develop. Yet, this apparent freedom for 
individuals to re-invent the logic of academic practice comes at a price, as it tends to clash 
with the conventions of a rather conservative academic world. In other words, it may still 
take some time until academia and the participatory web can fully identify themselves with 
ŽŶĞĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĂƐƐƉĂĐĞƐŽĨ ‘ƉƵďůŝĐŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůŝƐŵ ? ?ƐĐŚŽůĂƌůy debate and engagement.  
 
Through a narrative inquiry approach, this research explores how academic researchers 
engaged in digital scholarship practices perceive the effects of their activity on their 
professional identity ?WŝĞƌƌĞŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨŚĂbitus is used as a theoretical construct 
and method to capture and understand the professional trajectories of the research 
participants and the significance of their digital practices on their perceived academic 
identity. The research suggests that academics engaged in digital practices experience a 
disjointed sense of identity. The findings presented in this article illustrate how experiences 
with and on the participatory web inform a new habitus which is at odds with a habitus that 
is traditionally expected in academia.   
 
Keywords: 
Habitus, digital scholarship, Pierre Bourdieu, identity 
 
Introduction 
As a space where intellectualism can be developed publicly and collectively, the 
participatory web is starting to be regarded as a catalyst for change, especially where 
knowledge work is concerned. When academics recognise the potential of the web as a 
space of participation, their approaches to how they communicate, discuss and disseminate 
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their scholarly work is likely to start taking on different dimensions (Hall, 2011; Veletsianos 
and Kimmons, 2011). This becomes even more important given that the current society is 
increasingly influenced by an economy reliant on digital technological developments.  
 
Digital scholarship practices are understood as scholarly work supported and enhanced by 
the participatory web and the movements and ideals associated with it; amongst which is 
the open access movement that aims to make research practice and outputs accessible to a 
wider world (Henry et al, 2003; Fry et al, 2009). Digital scholarship is starting a tradition of 
openness and transparency by placing a strong emphasis on a culture of knowledge sharing 
online. In this sense, the participatory web consists of communication tools, applications 
and environments iŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƐ ĨŽƌŵ ĂƐ Ă ƌĞƐƵůƚ ŽĨ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ĂĐƚŝǀĞ
participation as contributors and sharers of information. A major side-effect of academic 
engagement online is not only reflected in the ways their work is presented, but also how 
they represent and perceive themselves. The meaning of using the web for academic 
ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐ ? ŝ ?Ğ ? ? ŽĨ  ‘ďĞŝŶŐ ? ĂŶĚ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀŝŶŐ ŽŶĞƐĞůĨ ĂƐĂ  ‘ĚŝŐŝƚĂů ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ ?  ?Weller, 2012) is 
epitomised by a renewed sense of professional identity among academics. This issue is 
worth exploring because the practices and, most importantly, the deployment of self-
ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇĂƐ ‘ĚŝŐŝƚĂůƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ ? ?ƐĞĞown Author anonymised for review purposes, 2014), are an 
emerging phenomenon within the academic community. 
 
This research is guided by the sociology of Pierre Bourdieu,  especially his conceptualisation 
of habitus as internalised behaviour; product of life trajectories that individuals carry with 
them and which, in part, are translated into the practices they transfer to and from the 
social spaces in which they interact. In doing so, this article explores how academic 
researchers engaged in digital scholarship activities perceive their professional identity as 
part of their academic habitus; the perceptions of a professional self that is strongly 
influenced, and sometimes transformed, by their participation in online knowledge 
networks and web spaces.  
 
To conduct this research a narrative inquiry methodology was employed with the concept of 
habitus playing a vital role in the background in terms of capturing and translating the 
narrated experiences of practice into meaningful units of knowledge, especially those 
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regarding the professional trajectories and related sense of identity of the research 
participants.  
 
Considering academic identities in the current knowledge society requires attention to the 
growing effects of the participatory web on the academic world. How the web affects 
academic practice, and especially what it means in terms of professional and academic 
identity is central to this article. This research presents a new perspective on academic 
identities in connection to the digital economy and aims to inform the wider digital society 
debate in relation to the academic profession.  
 
This article ŝƐŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĞĚŝŶĨŽƵƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?&ŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƚŚŝƐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ ?ƐŬĞǇĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ
of habitus is presented in tandem with literature on identities. Next, I elaborate on the 
methodological choices made for this study. The findings of the research are then 
presented. I conclude the article with a discussion of the findings in relation to the work of 
Bourdieu.  
 
Academic identities: a reflection of (a changing) habitus 
 
dŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŚĂďŝƚƵƐ ŝƐ Ă ƌĞƐƵůƚ ŽĨ ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ ?Ɛ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ ƚŽ ŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞ ƚŚĞ
dichotomy between structure and agency whilst acknowledging the external and historical 
factors that condition, restrict and/or promote change.  
 
The concept of habitus, as a socially embodied system of individual and collective 
ĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ ŵĂĚĞ ǀŝƐŝďůĞ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĂŐĞŶƚƐ ? ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ? ŝƐ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƐ ŵŽƌĞ
history (Bourdieu, 1990, p. 54). However, habitus is more than accumulated experience or 
automated repetition of actions; it consists of a complex social process in which individual 
and collective ever-structuring dispositions converge or diverge to form and justify 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ? ǀĂůƵĞƐ ? ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ ? ŝ ?Ğ ? ? ƚŚĞŝƌĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚ ĐƵůƚƵral 
capital. 
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Identity, as a product of socio-cultural, historical and political contexts (Markus and Nurius, 
1986; Jenkins, 2008), is constantly being transformed by the combination of individualss 
experiences (Slay and Smith, 2011) and their personal traits (Cote, 1996). Wacquant (2013) 
contends that individual habitus -  ‘ƚŚĞ ŝĚŝŽƐǇŶĐƌĂƚŝĐ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ŽĨ Ă ƐŝŶŐƵůĂƌ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌǇ
ĂŶĚƐĞƚŽĨůŝĨĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ?- may or may not contrast with the collective habitus of the 
social groups and institutions with which an individual is affiliated. Every field of action has 
its set of rules and conventions that help define it as a social space. This may agree or 
ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŚĂďŝƚƵƐĂŶĚ ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇĂŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ ƐĞŶƐĞ ĂŶĚƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ of 
identity. What habitus does is to communicate the dialectics between structure and agency, 
between the object and the subject, through a dispositional theory of action and reflexivity.  
 
Looking at the context of this research, in general, academia is known for featuring a set of 
durable dispositions that aim to ensure the reproduction of their symbolic power, i.e., their 
reputation and status quo. This is especially visible in the communication and dissemination 
of research through traditional channels of intellectual discourse, such as academic 
publications in toll-access journals because of their long established prestige (Northcott and 
Linacre, 2010; Burdick and Willis, 2011). Although the participatory web provides very 
effective channels of communicating knowledge and achieving influence, its impact is more 
notorious outside academia (Wilkinson et al, 2003). Higher Education institutions, as formal 
sites of knowledge production, are often more hesitant to depart from established norms 
(Harley et al, 2010) or recognise disruptive practices (Priem and Hemminger, 2010) because 
of their long tradition and reputation. Through accountability measures of academic 
performance that rely heavily on conventional metrics of knowledge production (Talib, 
2001; Wellington and Torgeson, 2005; Northcott and Linacre, 2010; Miller et al, 2011) (e.g.: 
number of publications and citations, type of academic journals, etc.), academia, as a field 
of social relations, aims to reproduce a habitus that allegedly gives stability to the 
institution. At the same time, however, it is increasingly incongruent with more 
contemporary communication practices supported by the use of digital technologies and, 
especially, the participatory web (Qualman, 2010). Such is the case of academic blogs as a 
space for public discourse, knowledge networks as sites of influence and public debate. 
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Although academia strives to maintain its structure, scholarly work is undergoing a slow 
prŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ  ?WĞĂƌĐĞ Ğƚ Ăů ?  ? ? ? ? ? ? ĂƐ ĂŶ ĞĨĨĞĐƚ Ž   ‘ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ? ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ? tĞůůĞƌ
(2011) revisits scholarship in the context of the digital society and puts forward three 
features that are starting to characterise new scholarly practices: (1) digital, (2) networked, 
and (3) open (p.5). With the widespread use of the web, academics are given access to  ‘a 
growing body of research data and sophisticated research tools and services ? (Conole, 2012, 
p.16). The opportunities to retrieve and contribute to a living, dynamic, and evolving 
knowledge database are multiple. The participatory web provides academics with a new 
conduit for the dissemination and storage of research in an environment where different 
publics can converge. Academics are enabled to participate in online communities and 
networks that not only link them to their research interests, but can also connect them to 
new research and collaboration opportunities. In this vein, the participatory web introduces 
new practices, and challenges the norms of rather stable structures on which academia has 
established its practice, built its identity, and consequently its policies of power 
 ?^ĐŚŶĞĐŬĞŶďĞƌŐ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ?   ‘ĞŝŶŐ ? Ă ĚŝŐŝƚĂů ƐĐŚŽůĂƌ ƚŚƵƐ ŝŵƉůŝĞƐ Ă ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ĐŚĂŶŐĞ  ?ĞĐŚĞƌ ?
1989; Cronin, 2003; Fry, 2004; Kemp & Jones, 2007; Whitely, 1998, as digital scholarship 
calls for a distinctive set of practices that aim to give scholarly activity a  post-modern touch.  
 
The more a social field succeeds in establishing itself as habitus the more successful it is in 
forming and maintaining its structure. This, in return, assumes ƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ identification 
with the institution, , by reconciling thĞƐŽĐŝĂůĂŐĞŶƚ ?Ɛ practices with the social structure of 
the ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ŶŽƌŵƐ ?, Habitus is often understood in the literature as a mechanism of 
reproduction of practices conveyed through a sense of experiential continuum (see, for 
example, King, 2000). However, habitus presents a more complex nature; as the 
 ‘ũƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? of agency, habitus is not an innate or intact set of dispositions (Bourdieu, 
1977). On the contrary, in representing the social trajectory of an individual, habitus has the 
ability to change through the assimilation of new dispositions; the result of the individual 
being exposed to different realities and getting involved in new practices. Hence, an 
individual habitus does not necessarily translate into the habitus that the academic field 
tries to cultivate. It is this dissonance between institutional and individual practices that give 
habitus its fluidity.  
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Just like habitus, professional identity is not a static concept, but one that rather evolves, 
according to  ‘work role changes ? (Ibarra, 1999, p. 765) and personal and social meanings 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƚŽ ŝƚ ?KŶĞ ?ƐƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƐĞůĨĐĂŶĂůƐŽďĞƐŚĂƉĞĚďǇŽŶĞ ?ƐƐĞůĨ-conception 
(Ibarra, 1999) and self-interest (du Gay, 2007), i.e., who individuals think they are and what 
they would like to become. Hence, professional identity can be seen as a social construction 
(Jenkins, 2008) that takes into account an individual ?s role, professional structures and the 
wider contexts in which they interact.  
 
Slay and Smith (2011) posit that professional identities are:  
- Social(ised) (individuals are socialised into the meanings of a given profession)  
- Changeable (individuals adjust and adapt their professional self to different roles 
and jobs) 
- DŽĚĞůůĞĚ ?ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ǁŽƌŬĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐŽĨůŝĨĞŚĞůƉĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
perceptions of the self and thus determine priorities and directions)  
 
Professional identity can thus be understood as both an act of perception and of being 
perceived (Bourdieu, 1991) in a given field of actiŽŶ ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚĂŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĐĂŶ
work in conformity with the field, through the tacit acceptance of its norms, the dispositions 
the individual brings to the field can also contrast with the recognised order. Habitus can 
work as much as a form of adaptation to the field as it can divide the field of practice. This 
has an impact on individualƐ ? identification with the social field. Moreover, it tends to 
culminate in the recognition or misrecognition of the practitioner; of the alignment (or 
misalignment) of self-ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚ ?ƐŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ? 
 
The concepts of recognition and misrecognition were often used by Bourdieu to convey 
perspectives of social classification, position and legitimacy, i.e., instances of symbolic 
capital that aim to preserve or subvert the social structure. The acquisition of such symbols 
as embodied habitus determines the inclusion or exclusion of the individual in the social 
field to which such symbols belong. Acts of recognition thus imply that both social agents 
and social structures share  ‘identical categories of perception and appreciation ? (Bourdieu, 
1998a, p.100), whether acts of misrecognition indicate a clash between the practices and 
habitus that characterise and distinguish the two parties. 
8 
 
In the context of this study, habitus is used as a tool to capture and understand research 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐĂŶĚĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇ
work takes place. The next section will explain the context of the research and how the 
study was conducted. 
 
 
The study 
Narrative inquiry - the entwined process of elicited story-telling and reflection - assumes 
ƚŚĂƚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ůŝǀĞƐ ĂƌĞ ǁŽǀĞŶ ĨƌŽŵ Ă ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ĂŶĚ  ‘ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶƚŝĂů ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵƵŵ ?  ?ĞǁĞǇ ?  ? ? ? ? ?
enveloped in a given social, cultural, political and economic context. This research employs a 
narrative inquiry methodology as a form of meaning making to capture the experiential 
process of academic researchers who are advocators and active users of the participatory 
web within the context of their research practice.  
Although narrative inquiry has often been questioned for its alleged subjectivity, given that 
ŝƚ ƌĞůŝĞƐ ŽŶ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ŽǁŶ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ? ŝƚ ŚĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ďĞĞŶ ƉƌĂŝƐĞĚ ĨŽƌ
being a tool of empowerment and/or self-improvement that is perhaps less explicit in other 
methodologies (Riessman, 2003; 2007).  In wanting to access social realities through 
personal accounts I dwelled on the subjectivity debate: how could I devise a process 
through which I could collect, understand and interpret the professional trajectories of the 
research participants, i.e., their academic habitus, via their personal accounts within the 
limited timescale of the project?   
On the issue of subjectivity, Conle (2001; 2010) suggests observing the Habermasian 
principles of communicative action as they can provide narrative inquiry with the desired 
levels of research reliability. Considering narrative inquiry as communicative action means 
challenging the narrator about the truth being told through their ability to truthfully account 
for their state of mind, emotions and motives in producing a coherent narrative. Narrative 
inquiry thus becomes a process which, through different iterations, aims to establish a 
common understanding of the experiences narrated: 
The goal of coming to an understanding [Verständigung] is to 
bring about an agreement [Einverständnis] that terminates in the 
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intersubjective mutuality of reciprocal understanding, shared 
knowledge, mutual trust, and accord with one another. 
(Habermas, 1979, p.3) 
That is not to say that the mutual understanding of the narratives told is automatically 
translated into interpretation of the phenomenon being researched. The conscious 
application of communicative action to narrative inquiry will rather result in the 
intersubjective rationality of the research. In other words, sharing a common understanding 
with my interlocutors (research participants) meant recognising the meaning they ascribed 
to their narratives before I submitted those understandings to the interpretative process, 
i.e, before I tried to grasp why they represented their professional world in the ways they 
did. 
In order to achieve the intersubjective understanding of the narratives I used digital 
technologies as a contemporary conduit of communication that can support, but which 
cannot on its own (re)produce the principles of communicative action. I used skype to 
interview the research participants and record their narratives of practices. I also made use 
of closed blogposts to share my understanding of their narratives with them as a form of 
providing them with an opportunity to confirm, enhance and/or rectify their accounts. 
Further collection of data was conducted via email, as a form of eliciting short, written 
reflections of their practice in relation to the topic under research. The use of different 
ŽŶůŝŶĞƚŽŽůƐƚŽƌĞĐŽƌĚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐĞŶĂďůĞĚŵĞƚŽƐƵƐƚĂŝŶƚŚĞĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
research participants during an extended period of time, thus allowing me to cross check 
the constancy of their accounts on the different platforms in which we interacted.  
Research participants were recruited following a purposive sampling technique, in order to 
access  ‘information-rich caseƐĨŽƌƐƚƵĚǇŝŶĚĞƉƚŚ ?  ?WĂƚƚŽŶ1990, p. 169). Criteria were thus 
defined to select participants deemed representative of the phenomenon this research aims 
to study, i.e, digital scholarship (Topp, Barker, and Degenhardt 2004).  This meant that 
research participants: 
1. were active researchers in an academic setting, that is,  they held research contracts 
in Higher Education institutions.  
2. were active users of the participatory web as part of their professional activity 
3. had a web presence, that is, their digital footprint was accessible online. 
10 
 
The empirical work consisted of eleven in-depth interviews with active researchers 
associated with Higher Education institutions in the UK, New Zeeland and South Africa.  Of 
the eleven interviews, ten were used, because one of the research participants did not fully 
meet the research criteria outlined for the study.  
The research did not limit research participants to a country, disciplinary background, 
gender or age, because the focus of the research was not on these aspects, but rather on 
the habitus participants developed on the participatory web as a field that they all had in 
common. This can arguably be the greatest weakness of this research. Yet, this particular 
focus enabled me to locate ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ǀŽŝĐĞƐwithin the context of their digital 
scholarly work, given that such practices are still emergent in academia and therefore 
atypical of any given disciplinary context.  
 
The study followed an iterative process to collect and analyse the narratives of the research 
participants. A first pass of narrative interpretation was written up as closed blog posts and 
shared with the participant-narrators for their commentary and approval. A further six 
month interaction with a selected number of research participants was conducted through 
email to deepen my understanding of their perceptions of professional identity. Each 
ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐƚĂƌƚĞĚǁŝƚŚĂŐĞŶĞƌŝĐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚĞĂĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ
ĂŶĚ “ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ĂƐĂĨŽƌŵŽĨƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶŐƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚǁŝƚŚŝŶŚĞƌ/his narrative of 
experience and professional activity. All interviews followed a spontaneous pattern of 
conversation as a form of providing the narrators with ownership of their narratives of 
practice. However three themes were used to guide the personal narratives as a form of 
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ ŚĂďŝƚƵƐ P  ? ?  ĚŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ĂŶĚ
knowledge, (2) collaboration; and (3) professional identity. These themes helped create 
incisive narratives of practice, thus allowing me to explŽƌĞ ŚŽǁ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
professional identities are presented in both the contexts of a digital society and the 
institutions with which they are associated.  
 
I also kept a research diary throughout the entire research process, as a form of jotting 
ĚŽǁŶƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ƌĞĂĐƚŝŽŶƐƚŽŽƵƌ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚŵǇŽǁŶƚŚŽƵŐŚƚƐĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ
research process and the experience of conducting this research.  Once all the research data 
  7KLVLVDQDFFHSWHGDXWKRUPDQXVFULSW´$$0DOVRNQRZQDVWKH³DXWKRUSRVW-SULQW´ 
 
11 
was collected and transcribed, I engaged in a process of content analysis from which I tried 
ƚŽ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ ƚŚĞŵĞƐ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ
belonging and/or displacement in relation to their own online practices. 
 
hƐŝŶŐŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ŝŶƋƵŝƌǇ ? /ǁĂƐĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƚƌĂĐĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶces through the 
extraordinary shifts in academic practices caused by the exponential growth of the web, and 
capture how research participants deployed their professional identity in light of their newly 
acquired academic habitus. Bourdieu too made use of life narratives (Reed-Danahay, 2005, 
p.4) to explore and contrast the lived experiences within the contexts in which these were 
developed. Revealing the power structures of the social contexts in which personal 
narratives developed was central to his studies (Bourdieu, 1998b). For this research, I build 
on the work of Hooley (2009) who uses the reflexive sociology of Bourdieu in narrative 
ŝŶƋƵŝƌǇ ? /Ŷ ĚŽŝŶŐ ƐŽ ? ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ŚĂďŝƚƵƐ ŝƐ  “ƌĞĂĚ ŝŶ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐ
ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ?  ?ŝďŝĚ ?  ? ? ? ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƚhemes identified in order to get an understanding of how 
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŽŶůŝŶĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂŶĚ ?Žƌ ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵƚŚĞƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞ
of their own professional identity. 
&ŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ ?Ɛ ǁŽƌŬ  ? ? ? ? ? ?- who throughout his career tried to reconcile practice 
and theory as interdependent entities - this research applies the concept of habitus as both 
and object and means of inquiry (Bourdeu, 1999; Atkin, 2000; Reay, 2004; Wacquant 2013). 
In doing so, the concept of habitus was implicitly used to elicit the narration of career 
related events and practices in a chronological order leading up to ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? current 
experiences with the participatory web for professional purposes.  The result was research 
participants ?narrated reflections of the development of their own digital scholarly practices. 
Renditions of  how these practices are recognised or misrecognised by their academic peers 
were very prominent in their accounts.  
 
 
Findings 
 
For this research, the accounts provided by the research participants are read as narrations 
of the self and (professional) identity. Overall, the research narratives conveyed a strong 
ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ
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personal and social trajectories as individuals and scholars attracted by current digital 
technological developments that promise to reinvent knowledge work. The result was a 
collective narrative of disjointed identities. This section accounts for the research 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶpractice and where it places them in terms of 
professional identity. The Bourdieuian lens is applied to illuminate the narratives and 
ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ŽŶůŝŶĞ ĂŶĚŶĞƚǁŽƌŬĞĚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ
 ?ƌĞ ?ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŝƌƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ‘ƐĞůĨ ?ǀĞƐ ? ? ? 
 
Deviant trajectories: reinvention of the self  
 
The research analysis indicated a narrative thread that cut across most research narratives 
ŐĂƚŚĞƌĞĚĨŽƌƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?/ƚĨŽĐƵƐĞĚŽĨƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐŽĨůŝĨĞƚŚĂt informed 
their career paths, and most likely challenged, and often shaped, their approach to practice, 
and consequently their professional identity. Research Participants often mentioned a 
 “ƚƵƌŶŝŶŐ ƉŽŝŶƚ ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ůŝǀĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĐĂƌĞĞƌƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƐĞĞŵƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ƚŚĞŵ ǁŝƚŚ ĨůĞǆŝďůĞ
approaches to practice and their careers in general, and none the least their sense of 
professional identity. As Ibarra (1999) asserts professional identity is a dynamic concept that 
ĞǀŽůǀĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ŽĨ ŽǁŶ ?Ɛ ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ũŽƵƌŶĞǇƐ ?The reported turning point was 
different in each narrative. Yet, it raised awareness of their tendency to embrace change 
and to be flexible in their working practices. Research participants reported about:  
- moving from industry or practice into academia, as was the case of Anne, Heidi, and 
Luke;  
- wishing to refocus their career from research into teaching, and thus carry out 
educational research as opposed to applied research, as representĞĚŝŶ,ĞĐƚŽƌ ?ƐĂŶĚ
>ƵŬĞ ?ƐŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐ ?
- changing countries (John and Lucy);  
-  being embedded in a different team in a different country as part of a visiting 
fellowship (Maria) or,  
- going through institutional changes and innovations (Lucy and Richard).  
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RĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐ ĂůƐŽ ŽƵƚůŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐƚƌŽŶŐ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇ
web as an environment where academic researchers can exercise their creative and 
innovative spirit. On the web research participants can find and congregate with other 
scholars who share similar professional values independently of their geographic location: 
(...) extended network and being able to share has been the 
big change in research for me (Richard) 
 
The fostering of collaborative links, the sharing of experiences, and collective participation 
in open spaces are activities that partially summarise the ways in which research 
participants wish, and often do, conduct their research practice. Endorsement of and 
participation in the Open Access Movement became a pronounced example of such 
approaches: 
 
I think open access  W ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƚŚĞǁĂǇŝƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƚŽŵĞ Wwe 
do all this research and then put it into a journal that 200 
ƉĞŽƉůĞƌĞĂĚ ?ĂŶĚ/ ?ŵŶŽƚŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĂƚ ?ŝĨ/ ?ŵŐŽŝŶŐƚŽĚŽ
something I want as many people as possible to read it. 
(Luke) 
 
I made a decision a couple of months ago that whatever 
ƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ/ĚŽƚŚĂƚ/ĨŽůůŽǁd ? ? ?ƐůĞĂĚĂŶĚŽŶůǇƉƵďůŝƐŚŝŶ
open access journals, and that has huge implications for me, 
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŶ ?ƚŵĂŶǇĐƌĞĚŝďůĞŵŝĚǁŝĨĞƌǇŽr nursing 
journals in the open access environment. (Lucy) 
 
I want to change [my scholarly practice], because the open 
journals and the open form... is where knowledge is moving. 
(Maria) 
 
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ĂƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŝĚĞĂůƐ ŽĨ ĚŝŐŝƚĂl scholarship to the 
institutional structures more often than not result in conflict with the rules imposed by the 
institution. These struggles do not deal so much with the potential of the participatory web 
in creating spaces for networking as they do in developing new forms of communication and 
dissemination of research outputs, as highlighted below: 
 
Anything that I publish in [an open access journal] ...from the 
hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ?ƐƉŽŝŶƚŽĨǀŝĞǁĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚĐŽƵŶƚĂƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? ? ? ?
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I am viewed  W and this phrase has been used  W I am viewed as a 
problem. (Hector)  
 
This is due to the fact that collaboration as part of the research process is not a regulated 
research activity. Dissemination of research, however, has a long tradition. In the case of 
this research, the publication of research in academic journals with established reputations, 
no longer meets the expectations of those who make use of the participatory web as a new 
conduit of knowledge communication. Research participanƚƐ ? ĂƌĞ ĂǀŝĚ ƉƌŽƉŽŶĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
Open Access Movement; the idea of unrestricted online access to peer-reviewed scholarly 
research. They want to make their research accessible to a wider audience, they want to 
establish dialogues as part of their work, and they want to make a difference with and 
through the participatory web supported approaches they bring to academia: 
/ƚŚŝŶŬǁĞ ?ƌĞŝŶĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŬŝŶĚŽĨƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌ ?ƐŐĞŶ ƌĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ?
ŝŵĂŐŝŶĞƚŚĞŚŝƉƉŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞ ? ?Ɛ ?tĞ ?ƌĞĂŐƌŽƵƉŽĨƉĞŽůĞǁŚŽ
think about these kind of things [digital Scholarship] 
seriously, so we can make the difference. (Maria)   
 
ĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ŶŽŶůŝŶĞĂƌ ƉĂƚŚƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ǁŝƚŚ
knowledge of their historical habitus and accounts of how they dealt with change in a 
flexible way. As pointed at by Slay and Smith (2011) that professional identity is a process of 
adaptation that leads to the redefinition of the self in relation to the changes they embrace 
in their professional world. ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚƚŚĂƚĐŚĂŶŐĞŚĂƐďĞĞn 
a constant in their professional trajectories, thus leading to the understanding that they 
bring a rich set of dispositions from their past experiences that allow them not only to adapt 
to new situations but also question them. Bourdieu understood habitus as both personal 
traits and social trajectories (Bourdieu, 1991) generative of a system of dispositions that is 
translated in the way individuals act in or react to a field. He also explored the notion of 
 ‘ĚĞǀŝĂŶƚ ƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ?  ?ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ ?  ? ? ? ?b) as a form of transforming the field by challenging 
the power dynamics present therein. The participatory web as a tool bridging the outside 
world with scholarly practice encourages deviant trajectories in that it stimulates the 
development of new approaches to scholarship and related epistemologies of practice. 
ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵŚĂƐŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞĚ ‘ĚĞǀŝĂŶƚƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ?ĂƐĂĨŽƌŵŽĨĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶ ?/ŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨƚŚŝƐ
research, however, such deviations to established practices do not yet seem to result in 
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symbolic power able to transform collective practice; it rather seems to translate into the 
ŵŝƐƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇǁĞď ? 
 
Even though research participants are quick to adjust their scholarly practice to the 
imminent changes of the wider context in which they are placed, i.e., the digital economy, 
their symbolic position in the field determines the effectiveness of their efforts in bringing 
digital practices to academia. This consequently has an impact on how they perceive 
themselves and are perceived professionally. The next section   will explore how the 
adoption of digital scholarship practices and beliefs shapes research ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ
professional identity 
Professional identities reflected: the effects of the participatory web on academic practice 
 
 
Research participants shared the perception that being active users of the participatory web 
allowed them to be seen as someone who is different in their area of practice.  
 The quote-example provided below illustrates this perception of the self well:  
In terms of doing  W using social media  W you do see yourself as 
ĂďŝƚŵŽƌĞƌĂĚŝĐĂů ? ? ?ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞǁŚŽ ?ƐŐŽƚĂďŝƚŵŽƌĞĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ
thinking in some respects than a lot of other academics that 
you meet. (Alex) 
 
Professional identity as a form of self-conception (/ďĂƌƌĂ ? ? ? ? ? ?ŝƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ǁĂǇ
of distinguishing themselves from their immediate peers. It is also a form of declaring their 
own interests (du Gay, 2007). Research participants view themselves not only as deviant 
practitioners, but also and above all as innovators who are embracing new practices; a fact 
that sets them apart from the majority of their academic peers. What is interesting to note 
here is that the percepƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĞůĨ ŝƐĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚ ŝŶ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ǁŚŽ ĨŽůůŽǁĂ
different approach.  Research participants were very vocal in expressing this perception as a 
crucial aspect of differentiation:   
When you start using social media... you sort of redefine 
ǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨĨƌŽŵƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇǁŚŽĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ? 
(Alex) 
 
/ ?ŵ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞůǇ ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ǁŚŽ ?Ɛ ďƌĞĂŬŝŶŐ ŶĞǁ ŐƌŽƵŶĚ  ? ? ŝŶ
terms of doing research in a different way. The way that I use 
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technology is very much a defining difference between 
colleagues and I. (Luke) 
 
The use of digital technology as part of their scholarship activity confers a sense of 
distinction that confirms their perception as pioneers of digital scholarship. Such practices 
ƐĞƚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐĂƉĂƌƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ ‘ŵĂŝŶƐƚƌĞĂŵ ?ƐĐŚŽůĂrs and allow them to translate 
ƐƵĐŚ ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶƚŽ Ă ƌĞŶĞǁĞĚ ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ĂƐ  ‘ĚŝŐŝƚĂů ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ ? ?
However, in the background of such perceptions is the awareness of how they are perceived 
by those about whom they report as lagging behind in the adoption of technology for 
scholarly work. i.e., their immediate colleagues.  
 
Identity as a social construction (Jenkins, 2008) is a combination of self-perception and of 
ďĞŝŶŐƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ?,ŽǁŽƚŚĞƌƐĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŽƌĨĂŝůƚŽĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŽŶĞ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐe is an act of 
ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ?Žƌ ŵŝƐƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵƐ Žƌ ĚŝƐĐĂƌĚƐ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ĂƐ ǀĂůŝĚ, and 
worthwhile, in a given field. Research participants elaborate on how they are perceived by 
their academic peers and, by default, academia:  
 
I know how ŽƚŚĞƌƐƐĞĞŵĞ ?ƚŚĞǇƚŚŝŶŬ/ ?ŵŝŶƐĂŶĞ ?dŚĞǇĚŽůŽŽŬ
at me as some sort of eccentric, techie geek groupie type 
thing. (Heidi) 
 
If you were to take an average across the university I would be 
at one extreme end of that in terms of social media use, most 
people are basically non-users. (Hector) 
 
 
PĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇǁĞďĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞŝƌƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇŚĂƐĐƌĞĂƚĞĚĂŶĞǁ
sense of identity which, as stated in the quotes above, is not shared by their immediate 
colleagues. However, it is shared by their online peers: 
 
/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂŐůŽďĂůŶĞƚǁŽƌŬŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚĂƚĂƌĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶ
working broader. (Heidi) 
 
/ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ĂŶ ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ ƋƵŝƚĞ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ĨƌŽŵ ŵĂŶǇ ŽĨ ŵǇ
immediate colleagues  W ůĞƚ ?ƐƉƵƚŝƚƚŚĂƚǁĂǇ Wso having this 
on my network with people wŚŽ ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ĨĞĞů ƚŚĂƚ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ
from me, is an extremely important means of external 
validation. (Hector) 
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dŚĞ ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐ ŽĨ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƐƚƵĚǇ ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
practices set them apart from the traditional academic. Such competitive perceptions of 
ŚŽǁƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĚŝŐŝƚĂů ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ĂƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚĂŶĚĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚ ?Žƌ ŶŽƚ ?ďǇ ƚǁŽ
distinctive fields generate an internal conflict regarding the legitimation of their approach. 
This, in return, impacts on their perception of professional identity. In the context of this 
study, research participants are positioned between these two opposed worlds: the 
participatory web that supports an informal intellectual sphere and academia that provides 
a formal structure in which academŝĐǁŽƌŬŝƐǀĂůŝĚĂƚĞĚ ?ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨ
the participatory web as part of their scholarly work encourages them to question the 
academic order by re-defining what they do and who they are professionally. By the same 
token, their digital scholarly practices lead others (their peers) to re-consider how they view 
ƚŚĞŵǁŝƚŚŝŶĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĂ ?ƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ?
Outcasts on the inside: sense of isolation  
 
As seen above, participants in this study see their use of the participatory web in the 
context of their scholarly practice as a distinguishing factor when compared to the majority 
of their colleagues. Their use of digital technology becomes a trait that sets them apart from 
the majority of their peers. In the context of their academic position, this distinction, i.e., 
their deviant trajectories of practice, creates a pronounced sense of isolation. This is 
ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞĚŝŶƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ P
I would probably position myself as an outcast (John).  
 
/ ?ŵǁŽƌŬŝŶŐĨĂŝƌůǇŵƵĐŚŝŶŝƐŽůĂƚŝŽŶĂƐĨĂƌĂƐƚŚĂƚ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ?
Sometimes I do feel quite isolated (Hector). 
 
ŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ ŝƐŽůĂƚŝŽŶĂƌĞ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽŵĂŝŶƚŚĞŵĞƐ ƚŚĂƚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
sense of identity with regards to their digital scholarship activity in the context of their 
academic practice. If on the one hand, research participants ?digital activity aims to provide 
evidence of innovation of academic work with novel approaches and tools, on the other 
hand it denounces the power of the academic field as an antagonist force able to generate a 
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sense professional displacement through the institutional habitus that it cultivates and aims 
to impose: 
There are very few people who get what I do. Technology has 
very much had an impact on setting me apart from any of my 
colleagues, but I think even more than that is how I think 
about research and how I think about scholarship as a result 
of using the technology. (Luke) 
 
By participating in online environments and within distributed networks, individuals are 
exposed to different ways of thinking and conducting their scholarly activity. This has an 
effect on the way they approach practice. It also (re)defines who they feel they are, not only 
in relation to their practice, but also with regards to the practices their peers carry out in 
conformity with the field of academia. Moreover, it separates them from the colleagues 
who are not yet engaged in digital scholarship activities. Yet, the struggle generated by two 
conflicting habitus does not seem to lead to a simple re-adjustment ŽĨ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?
dispositions to the field that arguably holds the most symbolic power, i.e, academia and its 
formal mechanisms to validate scholarly work; it rather generates a marked differentiation 
of practices and approaches to scholarly work, as the participatory web also enjoys a 
growing reputation, not for tradition as the latter, but for innovation.  
  
As pointed out in the literature review of this article, the use of the participatory web in 
scholarly environments provides an opportunity to explore new forms of scholarship 
(Weller, 2011; Conole, 2012). However, very few studies have looked at how the 
participatory web can disconnect the individual from their local work environment, because 
of the duality that it creates between tradition and innovation. As the participants of this 
study hinted at, the participatory web can have an isolating effect in that their participation 
online makes their approach to practice so distinctive from the practice of those who are 
not part of the same online networks that they no longer identify themselves with the 
practices carried out at their institutions. This is accrued from their changing perception of 
professional self as scholars making a difference in academia through the use of digital 
technology. This conception of the selĨ ǁĂƐ ŽĨƚĞŶ ƌĞŝƚĞƌĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
narratives. 
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The deeper research participants went into their narratives, the more pronounced was the 
dissonance between institutional and individual perspectives of practice and the power 
struggles to which research participants are subjected because of their outlook on practice. 
Habitus produces practices and representations of practice that are susceptible of 
classification (Bourdieu, 1984; 1989). Digital scholarship as an emergent practice still does 
not ĞŶũŽǇ ŽĨ Ă ŚŝŐŚ ƌĂƚĞĚ ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ƚŚƵƐ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐŝŶŐ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ĚŝŐŝƚĂů
practice as deviant trajectories resistant to the norms of academia.  
 
Although research participants embody a distinctive identity, as digital scholars, they are 
only partially esteemed for it, because what the field of academia aspires is the 
establishment of a homogenous habitus, one that it can recognise at its own rather than 
one that questions its ordinary norm. Yet, this sense of displacement is cancelled when 
individuals situate their practice in the field of the participatory web which informs their 
changing academic habitus. An individual exists within a socially constructed space of 
identity and she/he is perceived according to the principles that define both the field and 
the individuals that share that common social space. Identity is thus translated not only into 
a sense of belonging (Stuart et al, 2011), but also into a form of recognition of the traits that 
characterise a given group (Bourdieu, 1988).  
  
The opposition of the field of academia to deviant habitus results in a sense of displacement 
ƚŚĂƚ ƐĞĞŵƐ ƚŽ ŐŝǀĞ ƉƌŽŵŝŶĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ĚŝǀĞƌŐĞŶƚ ƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇ ĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ through 
perceptions of differentiation. Although this distinction might not, in the context of 
academia, result in the aspired merit and reputation of research participants as digital 
ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĚĞǀŝĂŶƚƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ‘ ? ? ?ĂƌĞƵŶĚŽƵďƚĞĚůǇŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ
ŝŶƚŚĞƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚŽĨƉŽǁĞƌ ? ? ?ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ ? ? ? ? ?b, p.184). This is so because the 
participatory web, as a social field, informally supports ĂŶĚĂďƐŽƌďƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ
habitus as its own, thus partially compensating for what the field of academia fails to 
recognise. Habitus is thus more than a tool of reproduction; it can also be an instrument of 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? dŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŶŽƚŽƌŝŽƵƐ ŝŶ ŚŽǁ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů ŚĂďŝƚƵƐ
with the habitus they develop in and carry from their online knowledge networks. The space 
created between the oppositions of the two fields becomes the locus of research 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ‘ƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ(disjointed) identity.    
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Discussion and conclusion 
 
,ĂďŝƚƵƐ ?ĂƐĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐŽƌŐƌŽƵƉ ?ƐĞŵďŽĚied system of dispositions, can match or differ 
from the social field, and sometimes even resist it. Individual belonging to numerous social 
spaces can see their habitus be aligned to or in conflict with the different fields of action in 
which they co-exist and their practice is contextualised and validated. Depending on the 
field, the result can either be a sense of recognition or misrecognition. The harmonious 
relationship between individuals habitus and the field in which they operates tends to 
translate in a sense of identification between the individual and that social space; of habitus 
and field becoming an indistinct social phenomenon. However, the dispositions individuals 
develops in one field is not necessarily  absorbed by another distinctive field. The difference 
between the field and the habitus individuals bring to it leads to the misrecognition of 
practice and consequently a  ‘ĐůĞĨƚ ŚĂďŝƚƵƐ generating all kinds of contradictions and 
ƚĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ ? (Bourdieu, 2004, p.111). The ambivalence between the university world and 
research parƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂů ũŽƵƌŶĞǇƐ ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ is a disjointed sense of identity and a 
predisposition to symbolic revolutions. 
 
According to their narratives of practice, research participants are caught between a habitus 
that leans towards digital practices and a field that prefers to follow academic traditions, 
i.e., they are torn between what they perceive to be innovative practices that renew the 
meaning to their activity and the conventional rules of academia that they see as stifling 
their novel approaches to scholarly work. The incongruence between habitus and field leads 
to a strong perception of misrecognition of digital scholarship and digital scholars inside 
academia. Yet, the misrecognition of digital scholarship in the field of academia is balanced 
with the informal recognition of such practices on the field that produces it, i.e., the 
participatory web. This can lead to ƚŚĞ ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ĂƐ Ă
digital scholar in times when academia struggles to reinvent itself in light of social, cultural, 
political, economic and technological developments typical of the contemporary society.  
^ƵĐŚ ‘ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůĐƌŝƐŝƐ ? ?ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵĂůůĞŐĞƐ ?ĂƌĞĂƚƵƌŶŝŶŐƉŽŝŶƚůŝŬĞůǇƚŽƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞ
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social and professional identity perceptions associated with it as structures and dispositions 
come into disruption (Bourdieu, 1984; 1988).  
 
In this sense, I suggest that habitus is not necessarily always defined in relation to the field, 
as proposed by Adams (see 2006, p.517), but rather made apparent via a given field, as 
social agents ? social and professional trajectories occur simultaneously across different 
fields ? dŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŵĂĚĞ ŽďǀŝŽƵƐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ Žƌ ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?
dispositions with the structures of the social spaces in which their practices are 
materialised. Nonetheless ? ĚĂŵƐ  ?ŝďŝĚ ? ŝƐ ƌŝŐŚƚ ƚŽ ĂƐƐĞƌƚ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ĨŝĞůĚ ?Ɛ ĂƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚŝŽŶ Žƌ
rejection of a individuals ? dispositions  W of the field imposing itself as habitus - can 
respectively result in a sense of belonging or disconnection with the norms of that space of 
practice. This then opens up space for reflection about the discrepancy between individual ?s 
habitus and the field that officially substantiates their academic practice. The difference 
between habitus and field can produce changes, but such changes can only be effective in 
so far social agents remain relevant in the field they aim to transform, i.e, hold symbolic 
positions that allow them to promote their habitus as field. Yet, if ƐŽĐŝĂůĂŐĞŶƚƐ ? habitus can 
find recognition in another field, their changing sense of professional identity is more likely 
to be challenged rather than cancelled by the field that contradicts it. This opens scope for 
future change through ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĂŶ  ‘ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ? habitus. This is what research 
participants hinted at when they declared to wanting to make a difference with their digital 
practices.   
 
Indeed, the participatory web is known for triggering a number of changes in social practices 
that have repercussions on indiǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ?
Professional identities, as a social construction, are determined by a sense of distinction, 
ĂŶĚ ƐƵĐŚ  ‘ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ŝƐ ĂƐƐĞƌƚĞĚ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ĐůŽƐĞƐƚ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĞ ŐƌĞĂƚĞƐƚ
ƚŚƌĞĂƚ ? ? ?ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ ? ? ?84, p.481).  In this research, the participatory web is characterised as 
an instrument of change, and in this sense, as both a promise and a threat to reinventing 
academia and its agents. These competing perceptions result in a digital divide, not in 
relation to the accessibility of digital technology, but rather to a shared logic of academic 
practice; a new mind-set (own Author anonymised for review purposes, 2014). This impacts 
on how individuals perceive themselves and their peers professionally as either digital 
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scholars or non-digital scholars, innovators or tradition followers, of game changers or 
conformists. This discrepancy between field and habitus can affect how academics 
embracing digital scholarship perceive themselves and are perceived in the field of 
academia and by the social agents that interact therein. Yet, the struggle for imposing or 
changing the dominant habitus is not only one of reproduction, but also one of 
transformation of practices. Research participants want to reproduce the habitus acquired 
on the participatory web on the field of academia with the purpose of reforming it.   
 
/Ŷ ‘,ŽŵŽĐĂĚĞŵŝĐƵƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞ ƉƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶŶĞǁŵĞĂŶƐ
of mass production and diffusion of cultural goods  W at the time, typified especially by the 
radio and television  W and the traditions shared by the Academy. Similarly to the mass 
ŵĞĚŝĂ ? ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇ ǁĞď ĐŽƵůĚ ĂůƐŽ ďĞ ƐĂŝĚ ƚŽ ƚƌŝŐŐĞƌ  ‘ĂŶ ĂŶƚŝ-institutional mood, 
constituted essentially by their ambivalent relatioŶƐŚŝƉǁŝƚŚƚŚĞhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ?ŝŶ
ƚŚĂƚŝƚĚŝƐƚƵƌďƐƚŚĞ ‘ŽƌĚŝŶĂƌǇŽƌĚĞƌ ? ?dŚĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŵĂƐƐ-media and the 
participatory web is however defined by whom holds the power to publish and 
communicate scholarly knowledge. The shift is no longer from one field to another, but 
from the institution to the individual. Ultimately, it is this power shift against which or for 
which field and habitus are respectively fighting ƚŚĂƚ ĨƌĂŐŵĞŶƚƐ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ
professional identity.    
 
In conclusion, research participants featured in this research are embedded in a social space 
that generates atypical academic practices. Their participation on the participatory web and 
knowledge networks available therein endow research participants with a very different 
system of dispositions that prompt them to question the practices promoted in academia. 
This contrasting habitus impels them to break with the established order in an attempt to 
 ‘ ? ? ?ĚĞĨĞŶĚƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ? ?ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ?ĂŶĚtry to question academia with 
the properties that constitute the social identity they have developed online. What the 
opposition between routine and innovation, between academia and the participatory web 
as two distinctive fields, does is to denounce the monopoly of academic knowledge 
production with which research participants no longer identify themselves. In doing so, they 
aim to transform the academic field with a new logic of practice that reflects their new 
academic habitus, and consequently their professional identity.  
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